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Interpretation of the notion of gotra by Arya-Vimuktisena: 
Focusing on the phrase “sannam paramitanam dharmatalaksano visesah” 


Youngjin LEE 


I. Introduction 

Since the author of the Abhisamaydlankara (hereafter, AA)' proclaimed that [gotra], the basis 
of [bodhisattvas’] practice, has dharmadhdtu as its own nature,’ it has become one of the 
main topics dealt with by AA commentators in India as well as in Tibet.’ This theory has 
especially attracted attention from Buddhist philosophers regarding its close relation to the 
tathagatagarbha. For example, Dharmamitra (fl. ca. 800) — who composed the Prasphuta- 
pada’, a sub-commentary on Haribhadra’s short commentary (Vivrti) — had first introduced 


the tathdgatagarbha notion into the discussion of the “gotra being in its natural state” 


(prakrtistham gotram).° Subsequently, Abhayakaragupta (late eleventh to early twelfth 
century)’ linked it with the tathdgatagarbha and the single vehicle theory.* All these 
commentators basically based their understanding of the gotra on the commnetaty’ composed 
by Arya-Vimuktisena (sixth century),'° and then developed their own ideas. Therefore, Arya- 
Vimuktisena’s gotra theory is basic and important for understanding the more mature and 
developed ideas of his successive commentators. 


'- This versified commentary is traditionally ascribed to Maitreyanatha, though this is doubtful from the 


perspective of modern scholarship. This is due to the fact that the first figure who ascribed authorship to 
Maitreyanatha, namely the famous Haribhadra (ca. 770-810 CE), did so only in the eighth century (AAA™ 
1.13-18, 75.17-22 ; Vivrti* 1.07-14). Makransky (1997, 111) pointed out that ascribing authorship at such a late 
stage suggests that attribution may well have been used just as a means to lend greater authority to the text. 
adharah pratipattes ca dharmadhatusvabhavakah || AA I. S5cd. 

For this, see Mano (1967), Ruegg (1968), Ruegg (1977), Kano (2015, 59-64), Brunnhuolzl (2010, 283-292; 
428-488), and Brunnhudlzl (2012, 123-136), etc. 

- Abhisamaydlamkarakarikaprajnaparamitopadesasastrattka Prasphutapada-nama D (No. 3796) shes phyin, 
nya \b1-110a3. 

‘Regarding this interpretation, see fn. 28. 

Ruegg 1977, 285. 

Ruegg (1977, 285), Hong (2010, XXVn4), and Li (2013, 1-3). 

Ruegg 1977, 286-287. 

This text commonly called Abhisamaydlankaravrtti. However, this title did not come from the Sanskrit text, 
but from the Tibetan translation, “'phags pa shes rab kyi pha rol tu phyin pa stong phrag nyi shu Inga pa'i tshul 
gyi mngon par rtogs pa'i rgyan gyi mngon par rtogs pa'i rgyan gyi man ngag gi bstan bcos kyi ‘grel pa.” In the 
Nepalese manuscript, the title is written as PajicavimSatisahasrikaryaprajnaparamitopadesam Abhisamaya- 
lamkarasastram, which reminds us of AA itself. For the details, see Lee (2017a, 222-227). 

_ Regading Arya’s life story handed down to us, see Nakamura (2014, 19-27). My preference of 
“Vimuktisena” to its proper Sanskrit form, “Vimuktisena” comes from readings of relatively old manuscripts in 
the 12th to 13th century that I consulted (Lee 2017a, 209n1). A supplementary title on the first folio recto of the 
newly identified manuscript of AA ascribe its author to Arya-Vimuktisena. Regarding this, see Lee (2017a, 
213). 
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In modern scholarship, the research on Arya-Vimuktisena’s gotra theory appears to 
have been relatively active: Ruegg investigated thoroughly the notion of gotra explained by 
Arya-Vimuktisena and his successor Bhadanta-Vimuktisena and published it in 1968. 
Moreover, there has been a recent controversy between Matsumoto and Yamabe surrounding 
the gotra theory presented in AA I 39 and Arya-Vimuktisena’s comment on it.'' These 
excellent works have made us capable of understanding Arya-Vimuktisena’s notion of the 
gotra more deeply. 

My paper here seeks to revisit Arya-Vimuktisena’s notion of the gotra. The main reason 
why I venture to deal with this subject that has been already studied by the excellent scholars 
is that the proper attention has not been drawn to what I call Arya-Vimuktisena’s exclusive 
definition of the gotra, i.e., sanndm paramitandm dharmatalaksano visesah.'* To my know- 
ledge, the exact same wording appears in none of the AA commentaries.'* And what is even 
more striking is that Bhadanta-Vimuktisena — who gives almost the same explanation on the 
gotra theory, as if he were identical to Arya-Vimuktisena'* — makes no mention of it. Here 
in this paper, I would like to show how we should understand this unique definition, and, if 
necessary, revise the reading referring to other relevant materials. In this process, I hope I can 
provide a more improved Sanskrit text of Arya-Vimuktisena’s commentary using another 
manuscript preserved in Tibet, which the previous editor Pensa was not able to consult."° 

In addition, I would like to give my own speculation on the contradictory statement 
proclaimed in AA I 39, that is, the gotra is undivided, but, at the same time, dividable.'® 
Referring to a passage in the Paficavimsatisahasrika Prajnaparamita as well as the mangala 
verse of AA, I will try to show what motivation could possibly lie in maintaining such a 
contradictory statement. 


'! Matsumoto (1997, 171), Matsumoto and Yamabe (1997, 206-207; 217), Yamabe (1997, 201-203) and 


Yamabe (2017, 28-30). 
a Ruegg (1968, 314) alone, without a detailed explanation, provided its translation, “particularity of the six 
perfections having as its characteristic the dharmata.” 
me Only Abhayakaragupta makes mention of “visistam gotram” in a relevant passage. See fn. 24. 
me Recently, Isoda (2014) raised the following question: Aren’t the Vrtti, i.c., Arya-Vimuktisena’s commentary, 
and the Varttika are different translations of the same original text? According to Nakamura (2014, 43-44), AA 
on which Bhadanta commented should be seen as “another recension,” rather than an “incomplete version” as 
Haribhadra mentioned. Moreover, the 25.000 Prajfiaparamita that Bhadanta consulted was unrevised recension, 
which is diferent from the recension that was revised in accordance with AA’s system and used by Arya. See 
Nakamura (2014, 37-39; 48). Regarding to the sections of gotra and the objective supports of the practice that 
we are dealing with, several quotations of Bhadanta are different from those of Arya (fn. 57). Moreover, the 
karikas on which both Vimuktisena’s commentaries are based are not same. With reference to AA I 40b and 41d, 
Arya reads te punah kusaldadayah = de yang dge la sogs pa yin (That [all dharmas], furthermore, are [listed] 
beginning with wholesome dharmas) and ye cadsddhadrana muneh = gang dag thub pa'i thun mong min (those 
[dharmas] of the Muni which are unshared with others) respectively, Bhadanta has different readings, 1.e., ‘jig 
rten dge dang mi dge ba (wholesome and unwholesome [dharmas] that are mundane) and gang dag ston pa'i 
stobs la sogs (those [dharmas] of the Teacher (*sastr) beginning with the [ten] powers) in order. The 
relationship between Arya-Vimuktisena’s commentary and the Varttika, as well as whether they are identical is 
to be studied throughly. 
'® Based on one Sanskrit manuscript in the early twelfth century with its modern apograph, the whole Sanskrit 
text was edited by three scholars: Ist Abhisamaya by Pensa (1967), 2nd to 4th Abhisamayas by Cicuzza (2001), 
and 5th to 8th Abhisamayas by Nakamura (2014). In 2013, another manuscript of Arya-Vimuktisena’s 
commentary was identified. This manuscript, which is now preserved in Tibet, probably dates back to the 
twelfth century. Recently, the new critical edition of the 1st Abhisamaya consulting both manuscripts has been 
published by Lee (2017b). For the information of both manuscripts, see Lee 2017b, 17-23. 

Refer to the quotation [7] in this paper. 
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II. Arya-Vimuktisena’s definition of bodhisattvas’ gotra 
Arya-Vimuktisena, as does Bhadanta-Vimuktisena, first starts with the meaning of gotra in 
the fifth section of the first Abhisamaya of his commentary.'’ For both of them, the gortra 
indicates the basis (ddhdra) or foundation (pratistha)'* of the bodhisattvas’ practice that 
begins with generating the resolve [to become a buddha] (cittotpdda) and ends with the path 
of repeated cultivation (bhavanadmarga). Following AA’s two karikas (AA I 37-38), they say 
that the gotra is divided into thirteen types in accordance with the distinction of different 
states of dharmas of the practice." 

Then Arya-Vimuktisena, while elucidating one passage quoted from PvsP, defines the 
bodhisattvas’ gotra as such: 


[1] For showing that the [bodhisattva] is the support of each of these dharmas of realization, 
[the Blessed one] says [in the 25,000 Prajnaparamita], “Subhuti! The object referred to by the 
word “bodhisattva” is nothing real. And why? Subhuti! This is because neither production of 
[bodhisattvas’ | enlightenment nor its existence is existent or perceived.” By this [statement] he 
reveals that the gotra — superiority [to srdvakas and pratyekabuddhas] with regard to the six 
perfections [which must be developed and practiced by them on the path to becoming a buddha, 
and it is] characterized by (or defined_as) the true nature of dharmas — is the cause of 
application of the word “bodhisattva,” but it is not the object referred to by the word, which 
functions as a real thing since it is reasonable that the enlightenment, the supported [by the 
supporter = bodhisattva] is not substantially existent.” 


The point here seems to be that bodhisattvas, bases (gotra) of dharmas of realization, are not 
really existent (in other words, empty or absence of its own nature) because their enlighten- 
ment, which is to be realized by bodhisattvas, does not exist substantially. Arya-Vimuktisena, 
nevertheless, defines the bodhisattvas’ gotra as “superiority with regard to six-perfections, 
which is characterized by the true nature of dharmas” (sannam paramitanam dharmata- 
laksano viseso gotram). This notion has not been handed down to not only his immediate 
successor Bhadanta-Vimuktisena but also other Indian commentators as far as I know.” 

This interpretation would make sense in itself. However, considering the following 
definition of the gotra by Arya-Vimuktisena as well as by Bhadanta-Vimuktisena, we need to 
have second thoughts about this understanding. 


[2] It has been said in the fourteenth generation of the resolve [to become a buddha] that [a 


my My division of sections is based on section colophons of two manuscripts. The colophon at the end of the 


fifth reads as follows: “Bases, objective supports, and [distant and future] goals of [Bodhisattvas’] practice has 
been taught.” (uktah pratipatter adharalambanoddeSah ||). For the division of sections of the lst Abhisamaya 
and its section colophons, see Lee( 2017b, 27-29). 

‘8 In Varttikar;,, the equivalent of pratisthd is “zhabs su ‘jug pa” (*caranapratistha?) 
me 24v2-3, B 2216-2311, E” 73.02-08 ; Varttikay;, D (No. 3788) shes phyin, kha 34a1-34a3, Q (No. 5186) sher 
phyin, kha 40a7-40b2. 

y yas tasya tasyadhigamadharmasyadhara ity dha | “apadarthah subhite bodhisattvapadarthah | tat kasya 
hetoh | na hi subhite bodher' utpddo vastita va vidyate vopalabhyate ve” ti | anenddheyaya bodher* adravya- 
tvopapattya © sannam paramitanam dharmatdlaksano viseso_gotram bodhisattvasabdapravrttinimittam, na tu 
vastubhitah padartha ity avedayati | (' bodher] B E*, bodhir A ; * anenadheyaya bodher] A B, anenddheya 
bodhir E*) A 23v3-4, B 23r1-23r2, E* 73.08-14 ; cf. E" [88].10-15 (The underline is mine.); Regarding another 
English translations, see Sparham (2006, 79). 

For corresponding passages without this definition, see the following sources: Bhadanta’s Varttikaz;, D 
34a2-3, Q 40b2-4; Haribhadra’s AAA™ 76.04—12. For Abhayakaragupta’s Munimatdlamkara, refer to fn. 24. 


261 


PDF Version: ARIRIAB XXI (2018) 


bodhisattva] who wants to realize suchness of all dharmas (sarvadharmatathata) [should train 
in the perfection of wisdom]. In this [quotation], suchness of all dharmas indicates the shared 
true nature of dharmas (samanyadharmata) that are comprehensively listed by things to avoid, 
their remedies, and so on. [It has been also taught] that [a bodhisattva] who wants to realize 
suchness of dharmadhatu (dharmadhatutathata) {should train in the perfection of wisdom.] [In 
this passage, (2) the compound dharmadhdatutathata | means the true nature connected with 
visesa by which the dharmadhatu is to be called [bodhisattvas’] gotra” [in ( the fifth section 
of the first Abhisamaya].” 


While analyzing the compound “dharmadhdtutathata,” Arya-Vimuktisena and Bhadanta- 
Vimuktisena identify dharmadhdatu with visesa and elucidate that this visesa makes gotra of 
dharmadhdatu. Given that Abhayakaragupta adopts “visistam gotram” instead of “viseso 
gotram” in a passage relevant to (),™ the function of the visesa is considered to limit the 
range of meanings of the dharmadhdatu, which, in turn, leads us to interpret the visesa (QD) as 
particular or specific dharmadhatu, that is, visistadharmadhatu. 

If my understanding of the visesa as visistadharmadhatu is accepted, a loose connection 
between the six perfections and the particular dharmadhdatu can hardly be explained. It is 
more so considering that the dharmadhdatu, as we will see, functions as objective support 
(Glambana) of bodhisattvas’ practice or as the object-condition (a@lambanapratyaya) of 
supramundane dharmas of the noble ones. 

tNgog Blo Idan shes rab, Tibetan translator of Arya-Vimuktisena’s commentary, 
rendered the phrase (D differently: “[Bodhisattvas’] gotra characterized by the true nature of 
dharmas belongs to the six sense-spheres” (skye mched drug gi chos nyid kyi mtshan nyid 
kyi rigs).”> On the basis of this, we would be able to revise “sanndm pdaramitanam’ to 
“sannam ayatananam.” Further, this revision could be supported by Ratnakarasanti’s gloss on 
“the object referred to by the word bodhisattva” (*bodhisattvasya padarthah/ bodhisattva- 
padasyarthah”) in the Suddhimatt, in which he understands it as “particularity of six sense- 
spheres.””’ However, I believe, we need more decisive evidence to confirm this emendation. 


ae Vrttir, 1s different in that the dharmadhdatu is omitted : “khyad par gang gis rigs zhes 'chad par 'gyur ba 


de'i chos nyid gang yin pa’o I!” ({The compound dharmadhatutathata | means the true nature connected with 
particularity by which [bodhisattvas’] gotra is to be explained). This interpretation, however, is not supported by 
the Varttikat, which has “chos kyi dbyings’’, an interpretation of dharmadhatu : “khyad par gang gis chos kyi 
dbyings la rigs zhes bya bar 'chad par 'gyur ba de'i chos nyid gang yin pa'o II” 

yad uktam caturdase cittotpdde “sarvadharmatathatam anuboddhukamene ”ti | tatra sarvadharmatathataya 
vipaksapratipaksadisamgrhitanam dharmandm samanyadharmata | @ “dharmadhatutathatam anuboddhu- 
kamene”’ ti yena_visesena_dharmadhdtur_gotram ity adkhydsyate tasya ya dharmatad | A 7v1-2, B 7r1-2, E’ 
27.21-28.05; cf. E* [22].5-8; Vrttir, D No. (3787) shes phyin, ka 25b1, Q (No. 5185) sher phyin, ka 28b5-6. 

This passage in the Munimatalamkara seems to echo Arya-Vimuktisena’s definition of gotra in [1]. Thanks 
to Kano (2015, 60n42), we can refer to its Sanskrit version: “However, when the completely pure dharmadhatu 
comes forth through removing stains of conceptualization without remaining, [bodhisattvas’] enlightenment is 
attained. For this very reason, the particular _gotra, i.e., the cause of application of the word “bodhisattva”, 
becomes the base _of the armor practice, etc., since aspiration toward twenty-two kinds of generation of the 
resolve [to become a buddha] and their superior qualities.” (akhilavikalpamalapanayanat tu suvisuddho 
dharmadhatur dvirbhavan bodhih sampadyate | ata eva visistam_gotram _bodhisatvasabdapravrttinimittam 
dvavimSaticittotpddandan tadvisesanam ca cchandat prabhrti sannahddipratipatttnam cadharah | Munimatdlam- 
kara Sanskrit Manuscript. 85v2-3) 
5. Note that here the Tibetan equivalent to visesa is absent. 
°° The second alternative was proposed by Prof. Saito Akira. I am deeply grateful to him for this suggestion. 
e “byang chub sems dpa'i tshig gi don zhes bya ba ni skye mched drug gi khyad par ro ||” Suddhimatt;, D 
(No. 3801) shes phyin, ta 102a7. 
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After having correlates the thirteen types of bodhisattvas’ gotra listed in AA I 37-38 
with relevant passages of PvsP, both Vimuktisenas provide another definition of the gotra: 


[3] [The blessed one], anticipating the question that what is then the definition of the base of 
[bodhisattvas’] practice says [in the 25,000 Prajnadparamita]: “Subhuti! A bodhisattva should 
therefore train himself in non-attachment to all dharmas [and] in their unreality, on the basis of 
non-imagination and non-conceptualization.” In this [passage], the imagination and the 
conceptualization indicate adherence to things and their objective characteristics respectively. It 
is to be known that the non-attached comes from the absence of these two. The unreality 
denotes suchness of all dharmas. 3) Hence, by this [statement] he shows that the support of the 
practice is gotra being in its natural state (prakrtistham gotram)”* because dharmadhdtu alone is 
the cause of the dharmas of the noble ones.” 


In this passage, Arya-Vimuktisena seems to accept the “prakrtisthagotra’*”’ —with the 
different meaning— of the two kinds of bodhisattvas’ gotra that are presented in the 
Bodhisattvabhimi and the Vastusamgrahani section of the Yogacdrabhimi.*! The reason for 
this is that dharmadhatu or specific dharmadhatu alone is the cause of the dharmas of the 
noble ones. Moreover, Arya-Vimuktisena indirectly and Bhadanta-Vimuktisena directly reject 
the second definition of gotra, 1.e., attained gotra (samudanitagotra) through the practice of 
merits in the past lives.” 


[4] Others hold that gotra is the distinct state of the six sense-spheres, which is twofold: one 
attained by conditions®’ and one abiding in “prakrti” (prakrtyavasthitay*. They should explain 


*8- I followed Schmithausen’s second definition of the prakrtistha, “being in its natural, unrefined state,” 


which is supported by Vrttiri,, “rang bzhin du / la gnas pa.” Varttikay, however, reads “rang bzhin gyis gnas 
pa,” which can be interpreted either as “innate, inherent” (see Schmithausen 2014, 119n490) or as “existing by 
nature” (Yamabe 1997, 202). My choice of the former over the latter can be attested in the explanation, rather 
assumption of Arya and Bhadanta, which shows that the prakrti in the prakrtistha is synonymous with the 
dharmata. This assumption clearly suggests that both of them use the prakrti as a noun, not as adverb. 
kimlaksanas' tarhi pratipattyadhara ity aha | “sarvadharmanam hi subhite bodhisattvendsaktatayam 
asadbhiitatayam Siksitavyam akalpanatam anavakalpanatam copddaye” ti | tatra kalpandvakalpane vastutan- 
nimittabhinivesau, tadabhdvad asakto veditavyah’ | asadbhitata sarvadharmatathatad | @ tad_anena_dharma- 
dhatur_evaryadharmahetutvat’_prakrtistham gotram pratipattyadhara ity upadarSsayati_|| (' kimlaksanas] A B, 
kim laksanam E* ; * asakto veditavyah] A B(asakto), asaktir veditavya E° ; * evaryadharmahetutvat] BCrmma’), 
evarya(dh)arm.a e ++ t* A, evaryadharmanam hetutvat E°) ; A 25v6-26rl, B 24r3, E” 76.12-18; cf. E* 
[92].13-18. For other English translation, see Ruegg (1968, 309) and Sparham (2006, 83); Varttikay;, D 36a1-2, 
Q 42b7-43al. 
= Arya and Bhadanta further explain that the “pratisthagotra” intended here is without hindrance 
(nirantardya) [to attaining enlightenment (bodhi) or nirvana]. Here, hindrance (antardya) denotes four defects 
(adinava) composed of defilements, bad friends, destituteness (vighdta, phongs pa), and dependence, those 
which are defined as defects of gotra in the Mahaydnasitralamkara 3.7. 
Regarding two kinds of gotra in the early Yogdcara texts, consult Yamabe (1997, 195-196). 
Bhadanta addes one sentence to the end of the passage, which clearly reveals that he and his predecessor 
Arya have rejected the second definition in this context: “By the [expression], ‘because of unreality (dngos po 
med pa nyid, *asadbhitata) of [all dharmas],’ it is clearly explained that the gotra is the support of the practice 
because dharmadhatu alone is the cause of the dharmas of the Noble Ones. This gotra is one which exists by 
nature (rang bzhin gyis gnas pa *prakrtistha), but not one which results from conditions (rkyen las byung ba, 
=pratyayotpanna).” Also see Ruegg (1968, 312-313). 
°° The Varttikari, adopts “rkyen tshogs pa las byung ba” (*pratyayasdmagryutpanna ), interpreted as “[the 
gotra] arisen from an assemblage of conditions,” instead of “rkyen gyis yang dag par blangs pa 
(*pratyayasamudanita)” in the Vrttiry. 
**- Tn the context of the classical Yogacara theory of gotra, this should be understood as “existing by nature” 
(=innate, rang bzhin gyis gnas pa,) which Yamabe (Matsumoto and Yamabe 1997, 216-217), opposing to 
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the meaning of the word “prakrti” in [the compound of] the “prakrtisthagotra.” If it is 
synonymous with [generative] cause”, it also applies to the “[gotra] attained by conditions;” 
what then is the difference in meaning [between these two classes of gotras]? @ However 
when [we take the word “prakrti’| as a synonym of dharmata [, by which we understand 


“prakrtisthagotra” as the gotra staying in / existing as dharmata,] there is no such problem.*° 


Noteworthy in this passage is that the prakrti of the prakrtisthagotra is a synonym of or 
interchangeable with dharmata but not with the generative or productive cause (Adrana). This 
explanation reminds us of the word dharmatdlaksana that modifies visesa in @. Arya- 
Vimuktisena, as well as Bhadanta-Vimuktisena, seems to assert that, even in the context of 
the early Yogacara texts, we should understand the compound “prakrtisthagotra” as the gotra 
existing as dharmatd, in consequence of which we can infer that dharmatdlaksana has the 
same meaning as “prakrtistha.” 

Gathering all information we have about the gotra up to now, we can reorganize the 
phrase (), in which Arya-Vimuktisena’s exclusive definition of the gotra appears. 


(D-1. Bodhisattvas’ gotra indicates particular dharmadhdtu either of the six perfections or of 
the six sense-spheres, which is being in its natural [and unaltered]*’ state and is characterized by 
the true nature of dharmas, in other words, one that exists as the true nature of dharmas. 


The remaining problem now is which of these two, i.e., either the six perfections or the 
six sense-spheres, the particular dharmadhdatu connects with. Before proceeding to this 
subject, I would like to take a look at the function of the dharmadhatu in the bodhisattvas’ 
practice to understand the gotra more clearly. 


Il. Dharmadhatu functioning as an objective support. 

Yamabe (1997, 202) has already pointed out that in AA and Arya-Vimuktisena’s commentary 
on it, dharmadhatu as the basis for supramundane attainment aids the arising of supra- 
mundane wisdom by serving as its cognitive object (a@lambana) as in the Viniscaya- 
samgrahani.** Moreover, Vasubandhu, in commenting on the Madhydntavibhdga 1.15c, 
“hetutvac caryadharmanam” parallel to 3) “dharmadhdtu alone is the cause of the dharmas 
of the noble ones,” makes clear that dharmadhatu, one of the synonyms of emptiness 


Matsumoto’s interpretation of “the gotra located on prakrti” or “the gotra existing on prakrti,” discussed this 
point in detail. However, here we should consider how Arya as well as Bhadanta accepted this notion. It is 
probable that they understood this term in accordance with their system, not with the classical Yogdcara theory 
as its context shows. cf. Yamabe 2017, 25-32. 

Regarding this interpretation, I consulted Ruegg (1968, 310; 313). 

“sadayatanaviseso gotram, tac ca dvividham pratyayasamudanitam prakrtyavasthitam ce” ty apare | taih 
prakrtisthagotre prakrtyabhidhanasyartho vacyah' | karanaparyayas cet tad api pratyayasamudanitam iti ko 
'rthavisesah’ | @ dharmataparydye punar esa _doso nasti | (' vacyah] A B, vacyah E°; ko 'rthavisesah] A B (° 
rtha’), kim arthaviSesah E°) A 26r2, B 2414-5, E® 76.24-77.03; cf. E’ [93].6-9 ; Vrttir, D 36a4-5, Q 43a3-5 ; 
Varttikar;, D 36a4-5, Q 43a3-5. It is slightly modified translation of Yamabe (1997, 202; 451n50). For other 
English translations, see Ruegg (1968, 309-310) and Sparham (2006, 84). 

For this insertion, refer to quotation [5]. 
With reference to dharmadhdtu (=tathata) functioning as object-condition (Glambanapratyaya) of 
supramundane dharmas, see Yamabe (1990) and Schmithausen (2014, 569-570; 572; 577-578; 582; 594). 
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(Siinyata)” serves as the cognitive object or objective support of dharmas of the noble ones.”” 

In both Vimuktisenas’ commentaries, there is a passage that dharmadhatu is one of 
many objective supports of bodhisattvas’ practice from generating the resolve to become a 
buddha to the path of repeated cultivation. 


[5] [In AA I 40a, it is proclaimed that objective support of the practice consists of all dharmas 
(alambanam sarvadharmah)]. Those who think that dharmadhatu alone is the objective support 
[of the practice] should give an answer to how purity of the objective support becomes more 
and more enhanced."' If you assert [as in the Madhydntavibhdga 1.16cd ] that purity [of 
emptiness] is accepted like the purity of water-element, gold, and akasa [from the viewpoint of 
the removal of adventitious stains, but its nature does not change at all], in this case the 
undesired consequence of partial purity would follow. This is because you have not abandoned 
the conceptualization of things to avoid and their remedies ... Having considered so, it is 
reasonable to say that characteristics of the base (a@dhara=gotra) and the objective support 
(alambana) are different and that purity of the objective support can be attained. [The former is] 
due to the fact that gotra has [unalterable] prakrti as its chief while the objective support has 
vikrti (=alteration) as its chief. However, [the latter is possible] because both of them are not 
mutually exclusive. For this very reason, [the Blessed one] says [in the 25,000 
Prajnaparamita], © “A _bodhisattva should therefore train himself in non-attachment to all 
dharmas and in their unreality.” What does it mean? The objective support is the alternation 
(vikrti) intertwined with the [unalterable] prakyti, not a mere alternation.” 


In this passage, both Vimuktisenas first reject the opponent’s idea that dharmadhatu is the 
only objective support of bodhisattvas’ practice and its purity comes from the removal of 
adventitious stains, not form the alteration of its nature. Then, they clearly mention that the 
gotra, 1.e., dharmadhdatu differs from the objective support (alambana) in that their attributes 
are distinguishable, that is, the former is unaltered but the latter can be altered. However, 
these two things are not totally separated since dharmadhatu has already been intertwined 
with Glambanas, i.e., all dharmas. They also elucidate that during the practice, possibly 
meditative practice, bodhisattvas have as their cognitive object not only the dharmadhatu but 
also all dharmas of which the attribute is alternation. For giving authority to their 
explanation, they cite the same passage as in [3], in which two Vimuktisenas accept the 


In MAVBh 1.14, in addition to dharmadhatu, four terms (tathata, bhiitakotih, Gnimittam, and paramarthatd) 


are listed as synonyms of emptiness. 

40. MAVBbN 222.23-24.02. The following translation is quoted from Schmithausen (2014, 571): “[Emptiness is 
called] dharmadhdtu because it is the cause of the dharmas of the Noble Ones, (i.e., the supramundane 
dharmas), for the dharmas of the Noble Ones originate from it [insofar] as [it is their] objective support 
(Glambana). In this [expression], “dhatu” means indeed “cause.” 

According to the Varittikay;,, this can be interpreted differently: “... how non-perception (dmigs su med pa, 
*anupalambha) reaches the distinct state of purification progressively ...” (yang 'ga' zhig gis chos kyi dbyings 
nyid dmigs pa yin no snyam du sems na | dmigs su med pa des gong nas gong du rnam par dag pa'i khyad par 
du 'gro ba ci Ita bu yin zhe na | brjod par bya ste | ) 
oe ye tu dharmadhdatum evalambanam manyante tair Glambanasyottarottarasuddhivisesagamanam katham iti 
vaktavyam | “abdhatukanakakasasuddhivac chuddhir isyata” iti ced evam tarhi vipaksapratipaksavikalpa- 
prahanabhavat prdadesikasuddhiprasangah | .... evam ca krtva prakrtipradhanam gotram vikrtipradhanam 
dlambanam ubhayam tibhayatrapratisiddham ity adharalambanayor' laksanabheda dlambanasuddhigamanam 
copapannam bhavati | ata evaha ® “sarvadharmanam hi_subhitte bodhisattvendsaktatayam_asadbhiitatayam’ 
Siksitavyam” iti | ko 'rthah | prakrtyanuviddhd vikrtir’ Glambanam na vikaramatram iti | (' adharalambanayor] A 
B, ddharandlambanayor E’ ; * asadbhitatayam] B, asadbhatayam A E" ; * °anuviddha vikrtir] A B, 
*anusahitavikrtir E*); A 27r1-4, B 35r4-6, E” 19.19-80.06; cf. E" [97].10-[98].08 ; Vrtti;,, D 61b1-7, Q 70a6 70b5; 
Varttikas;, D 37b2-38a1, Q 44b6-45a6. 
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concept of prakrtisthagotra alone. This implies the gotra being in its natural and unaltered 
state (prakrtisthagotra), in other words, specific dharmadhatu (@) serves as objective 
support of bodhisattvas’ practice. 

As Schmithausen (2014, 578) mentioned, that which has suchness (dharmata 
= dharmadhdatu = [visista|dharmadhatu) as its object-condition must be some form of the 
mind or a mental factor, more precisely, some form of insight (jfidna). If then, the 
dharmadhdatu as the object-condition of bodhisattvas’ insight should belong to the sphere of 
mental objects (dharmayatana). According to the Vastusamgrahani section of the Yogacdara- 
bhimi, “prakrtisthadhatu” identical to the “prakrtisthagotra”’ consists of the eighteen 
dhatus,”* which include dharmadhdtu that is also called the sphere of mental objects 
(dharmayatana) among the six external sense-spheres. In the Abhidharmakosabhasya, the 
unconditioned (asamskrta) —which is interchangeable with gotra and dharmadhatu in 
commentaries of Arya-Vimuktisena and Bhadanta-Vimuktisena in that from which the 
[dharmas of] noble ones originate“*— belongs to the dharmadhdtu and is a part of it.” 
Therefore, it is probable that the visesa (D), which is visistadharmadhatu (2)), connotes a 
certain specific dharmadhatu (= dharmaydtana), i.e., Siinyata’®, among various mental 
objects. Applying this idea, we can reinterpret (D as follows: 


(D-2. Bodhisattvas’ gotra indicates particularity (= a specific dharmadhatu) among the six 
[external] sense-spheres, which [exists in a natural and unaltered state and] is characterized by 
the true nature of dharmas. 


The following gloss on the compound “saddyatanavisesa,” which was made by an 
anonymous commentator and handed down to Tsong kha pa, can support my reinter- 
pretation.”’ 


According to others, the sixth external base, particularity (khyad par, *visesa) or a part (nang 
tshan, *ekadesa?) of the sphere of mental objects (*dharmayatana) is suchness (*tathata), 


43. 


i Yamabe 1997, 196. Cf. AKBh* 21.05-10. Regarding its translation, see Matsumoto and Yamabe (1997, 212). 


“However, according to the semantic elucidation of words based on phonetic similarities, gotra [that is 
analyzed into guna + uttarana (from ut-Vtf) as does in the Mahdydnasatralamkara] indicates the origin of 
qualities. This is because the meaning is that from this [gotra] various qualities spring up, i.e., arise. Accepting 
such [elucidation, the Blessed one, in the Vajracchedika Prajfiaparamitd,| says that all noble ones originate 
from the unconditioned.” niruktam tu gunottarandrthena' gotram, tasmad dhi te te’ guna rohanti prabhavantity 
arthah | evam ca krtvocyate “asamskrtaprabhavitah sarvaryapudgala” iti | (' gunottaranarthena] A B, 
gunottaranarthena E'; * te te] A B, te E”) A 26r6, B 24v2, E” 77.29-21; cf. E’ [94].09-11; Varttika;;, D 36b4—5, Q 
45b5-6. 

aa dravyavan ekah | asamskrtam hi saratvad dravyam || tac_ca dharmadhdatav_asty ato dharmadhdatur eko 
dravyayuktah || AKBh" 41.05-07; esam astadasanam dhatinam madhye kati nityah katy anityah | na kasicat 
sakalo 'sti nityo dhatur api tu nitya dharma asamskrtah | tena dharmadhatvekadeaSo nityah Sesa anityah || 
AKBh* 57.21-24. 

Arya considers dharmanairdtmya (selflessness of dharmas) as a synonym of dharmadhdtu: 
dharmadhdatuparame loka iti laksandlambanato dharmanairatmyapradhane loke | A 30v3, B28v1, E” 89.6-7; 
cf. EL [110].5-6. Abhayakaragupta, who is considered to have followed Arya’s commentary faithfully, define 
dharmadhdatu as “absence of own nature of all dharmas” (*sarvadharmanihsvabhavata) : rigs ‘di ni ci | dmigs 
pa ni ci! ched du bya ba ni ci zhe na! brjod par bya ste chos kyi dbyings chos thams cad rang bzhin med pa 
nyid kyi mtshan nyid can kho na : Munimatalamkaray,, D (No. 3903) dbu ma, a 169b6. 

"Thanks to Kim (2012, 53), I could turn my eyes to this passage. Kim pointed out that the closest elucidation 
to this opinion is Arya’s. He, however, hesitated to attribute this opinion to Arya because the author of AA and 
Arya had not accepted the idea of “sadayatanavisesa.” 
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because it is taught that [sadayatanavisesa] is acquired by dharmata (*dharmatdpratilabdha).* 


In my opinion, Arya-Vimuktisena’s exclusive notion of bodhisattvas’ gotra in [1] is a 
reinterpretation of the gotra theory represented in the early Yogacara texts. Having borrowed 
the compound, the “saddayatanavisesa,” from them, he analyzes it into “sannam dGyatananam 
visesah” and assigned a new meaning, i.e., “external sense-spheres” to it. The intention here 
is to assert that the gotra of bodhisattvas and others cannot be decided or differentiated by 
their internal capacities (4yatanavisesa=indriyavisesa)”. The word dharmatdlaksana, which 
means [the gotra] characterized by dharmata, appears to be a modified form of the 
dharmatapratilabdha (naturally acquired). These modifications — as well as alone accepting 
“prakrtisthagotra” of the two kinds of gotra with a different interpretation, that is, gotra 
being in its natural and unaltered state or existing as the true nature of dharmas — are 
regarded to be a prerequisite for introducing the new definition of the gotra, Le., 
dharmadhatu that has been proclaimed in AA. Based on this assumption as well as the 
materials that we have seen, I suggest we should emend “sannam paramitanam” (D) to 
“sannam ayatananam.” 

As for the reason why Arya-Vimuktisena’s successive commentators made no mention 
of “a particularity of the six [external] sense-spheres,” I only assume that for them, the 
meaning of dharmadhatu has been already fixed as stinyata and dharmata, etc., so they did 
not need to limit its meaning in this context. Alternately, they would have wanted to remove 
the influence from the early Yogdcara texts. 


IV. Inclusivism presented in the Abhisamaydalankara and its commentaries. 

One of the most famous karikas of AA is probably the thirty-ninth verse of the first 
Abhisamaya.” There, the author of AA proclaims that, in principle, the division of gotra is 
impossible but nonetheless they differentiate the gotra on the basis of differences of dharmas 
that are supported by the supporter, dharmadhatu. This verse is important in that AA accepts, 
at least partially, the three vehicle theory. This statement also seems tricky and contradictory 
in itself since it asserts that the gotra is undivided, but, at the same time, dividable. In this 
section, as a kind of conclusion, I would like to give my own answer to why the author made 
such a contradictory statement. 

After rejecting the gotra that is attained by conditions (pratyayasamudanitam gotram) 
and redefining the “prakrtistham gotram’” as the one existing as the true nature of dharmas 
((4]), Arya-Vimuktisena and Bhadanta-Vimuktisena hypothesize their opponent’s objection 
and then provide a response to it. 


[6] [Objection:] If the dharmadhdatu is the gotra [of bodhisattvas], then it would result in [the 
undesired consequence] that all [sentient beings would] attain the state of being established in 


Gser phreng 334,19-20: kha cig ni phyi’i skye mched drug pa chos kyi skye mched kyi khyad par ram nang 
tshan de bzhin nyid yin te/ chos nyid kyis thob pa zhes pas so zhes zher ro ||; For this translation, I consulted 
Ruegg (1969, 103) and Kim (2012, 51). 

" Ruegg 1968, 310n25. 
°° dharmadhator asambhedad gotrabhedo na yujyate | Gddheyadharmabhedat tu tadbhedah parigtyate || AA 
1.39. 
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the noble lineage (gotrastha)*' without exception, since the [dharmadhdtu] exists equally” [in 
all sentient beings]. 

[Answer:] ©) It is called gotra in the way that when [dharmadhdtu]** is being cognized 
objectively it becomes the cause of the dharmas of the noble ones. Therefore, how can one 
find overextension in this case (= in our use of the term gotra).” 


In this passage, both Vimuktisenas clearly mention that the use of the term “gotra” has a 
certain limitation; when dharmadhdtu functions as the objective support of bodhisattvas’ 
practice and aids the arising of supramundane wisdom by serving as its object-condition 
(alambanapratyaya), in this case only the word gotra can have the meaning of gotra as 
dharmadhdatu. So the opponent’s objection that according to your assertion all beings would 
attain the state of being established in the noble lineage, in other words, all beings would 
become bodhisattvas who are predestinated to be buddhas, has been refuted. 

After this passage, which does not seem to be directly related to the three vehicle 
theory,” another objection with reference to the three vehicle theory. 


[7] [Objection:] Even so, since dharmadhatu cannot be differentiated, any distinction 
among gotra is not reasonable [AA I 39ab], saying that this is the gotra of sravakas, this is the 
gotra of pratyekabuddhas, and this is the gotra of Buddhas ... 

[Answer:] This is true. However, nonetheless, distinction among the [gotra] is proclaimed in 
accordance with distinction among dharmas that is supported [AA I 39cd], as in the 
example that pots made from a single lump of clay and baked in the same fire can be named 
differently, according to what is put in them, as “honey pot,” “sugar pot,” and so forth.” 


*! The term “gautrastha” instead of ‘gotrastha’ is appeared in both manuscripts A and B. This term, which has 


not found in Sanskrit texts available to me, might be a scribal error for “gotrastha.” The gotrastha is, according 
to Takasaki Jikid6’s paper published in 1973 that is not available to me, almost never appears in Mahayana 
sitras and is typical of the Yogacara literature (Yamabe 1997, 451-452n51) ; According to BoBh™ 211.11-14, 
The gotrastha bodhisattva is explained as the one who is predestined to attain the supreme and perfect 
enlightenment when he or she meets with favorable conditions; Nanayakkara defines this term which is a 
synonym of gotravihdra as follows: “A gotrastha, i.e., one who is established in the noble lineage, is endowed 
with noble qualities and high aims which are characteristic features of a bodhisattva” in the Encyclopedia of 
Buddhism (Nanayakkara 1992, “Gotra-vihara’). 

According to Varttikar;,, it is “pervades universally” (spyir khyab pa nyid yin pa'i phyir, *samdanya- 
vyaptitvat). 
, Regarding this insertion, I followed the Saratama’ 165.24-25; “dharmadhdtus calambyamana 4drya- 
dharmdanam hetutvat.” 
Regarding other commentators’ interpretations of this sentence, see the following materials: AAA“ 
77.21-22, Vivrti* 22.12-13 (by Haribhadra); Prasphutapada D (No.3796) shes phyin, nya 48b7-49a3 (by 
Dharmamitra) and its translation (Ruegg 1977, 294) ; Munimatalamkara;,, D 170b3-4 (by Abhayakaragupta) 
and its translation (Ruegg 1977, 301). 

nanu ca dharmadhator gotratve' sarvo gotrasthah” prapnoti tasya samanyavartitvat | © yatha_cdlambya- 
mana _Gryadharmanam hetur bhavati_tatha_gotram ucyata iti kim atratiprasahgam mrgayate | (' gotratve] A 
B(ggo’), gotratvam E*; * sarvo gotrasthah] E*, sarvve gautrasthah A B) (For this emendation following E", see 
Lee 2017b, 33-34): A 26r3, B 24r5-6, E’ 77.04-07; cf. E” [93].11-13; Varttikar, D 36a5-6, Q 43a6-7. 
°° ~Haribhadra relates © to the division of three vehicles directly in AAA and Vivrti. In Vivrti especially, he 
explains that © is the genuine solution of the opponent’s objection, while AA I 39cd along with the simile of 
pots and their contents is just a conventional way of speaking (Jaukikokti) which makes less intelligent 
understand more easily. See Vivrti* 22.07-19. 

evam api dharmadhator asambhedad gotrabhedo' na yujyate | idam srdvakagotram idam pratyeka- 
buddhagotram idam buddhagotram iti | ... satyam evam etat | tathapi @dheyadharmabhedat tu tadbhedah 
parigiyate || ekamrddravyabhinirvrttaikatejahparipakvaksaudrasarkaradibhajanabhedodaharanena | (' gotra- 
bhedo] A E’, gotravibhedo B): A 26r3-4, B 24r6-24v1, E” 77.08-15; cf. E* [93].14-[94].06; Varttikay, D 
36a6-36b2, Q 43a7-43b4. Bhadanta, saying “ji skad du mdo de las,” appears to have quoted the example from 
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Commenting on AA, Arya-Vimuktisena and Bhadanta-Vimuktisena mention that, in 
principle, gotra cannot be divided into three vehicles; nonetheless, it can be divided because 
dharmas that are supported by the supporter (= dharmadhdatu) are different. In other words, 
even though sravakas, pratyekabuddhas, and bodhisattvas have dharmadhatu as the objective 
support equally in the spiritual practice, their dharmas of realization are distinguished, that is, 
the selflessness of person (pudgalanairatmya) for sravakas and pratyekabuddhas, but the 
selflessness of phenomena [as well as of person] ([pudgala|dharmanairatmya) for 
bodhisattvas. 

However, the discrepancy between undivided dharmadhatu and multiple vehicle theory 
does not seem to be able to be fully resolved in this explanation. Then, there still remains a 
question: “Why did they strive to retain the traditional three vehicle theory even though for 
them it basically contradicts the most important concept of the gotra, i.e., dharmadhatu?” I 
assume this has something to do with the inclusivism shown in the Prajnaparamitas. In the 
Pancavimsatisahasrika Prajnaparamitd, there is a passage that through the Prajndparamita 
alone, one can attain not only the stages of bodhisattvas and Buddhas but also those of 
sravakas and pratyekabuddhas. 


[8] Whether a bodhisattva wants to train himself at the stage of sravakas, pratyekabuddhas, 
bodhisattvas, or Buddhas, he should learn this perfection of wisdom. He should receive, 
memorize, recite, master, and throughly investigate it. And why? Because here in this perfection 
of wisdom— on the basis of which bodhisattvas, the great beings should train themselves at the 
stage of sravakas, pratyekabuddhas or bodhisattvas— the three Vehicles are expounded in 
detail.** 


In addition, the mangala verse of AA shows that from the Prajndparamita alone, the 
three kinds of omniscience, which belong to sravakas and pratyekabuddhas, bodhisattvas, 
and Buddhas respectively, arise: 


[9] Pay homage to the mother of the Buddha with an assembly of sravakas and bodhisattvas, 
Who, insofar as she is the omniscient, leads sradvakas who seek the calmness into tranquility, 
Who, insofar as she is the one who knows paths, makes [bodhisattvas] who act for the benefit of 
living beings accomplish the goal of the world, 

United with whom, sages [are able to] teach all of this in all aspects.” 


the 25,000 Prajiidparamita. However, I could find this example neither in the revised recension of the 
PajicavimSatisahasrika Prajnaparamita, nor in its unrevised recension. 
°8 PysP 1-1 155.13-27: Sravakabhimay api Gyusman subhiite siksitukamena bodhisattvena mahdsattvena iyam 
eva prajndparamita srotavyodgrahitavyd dharayitavyd vdcayitavya paryavdptavyd yonisas ca upapartksitavyd. 
pratyekabuddhabhimav api Gyusman subhite Ssiksitukamena bodhisattvena mahdasattvena iyam eva prajnd- 
paramita Srotavyodgrahittavyad dharayitavyad vdcayitavya paryavaptavyd yonisas ca upapartksitavyd. bodhi- 
sattvabhiimav api Gyusman subhite Siksitukamena bodhisattvena mahdsattvena iyam eva prajiadpdramita 
Srotavyodgrahitavya dhdrayitavya vdcayitavya paryavaptavya yonisas ca upapariksitavyad. buddhabhimay api 
dyusman subhiite Siksitukamena bodhisattvena mahdasattvena iyam eva prajhapdramita srotavyodgrahitavya 
dhdarayitavya vdcayitavya paryavdptavya yonisas ca upapariksitavyd. tat kasya hetoh? tatha hy atra 
prajfiaparamitayam trini yandani vistarenopadistani yatra bodhisattvair mahdasattvaih sravakabhimau va 
pratyekabuddhabhimau va bodhisattvabhiimau va Siksitavyam. 

yd sarvajiiatayad nayaty upasamam Ssantyesinah' $ravakan | ya margajfiataya jagaddhitakrtam lokartha- 
sampdadika | sarvakaram idam vadanti munayo visvam yaya sangatah | tasyai Sravakabodhisattvaganino 
buddhasya matre namah || (‘ santyesinah] A B, Sdntaisinah E’ ; ? yaya] B E’, jaya A): A lvl, B lvl, 
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Applying these ideas to the model of the gotra, I believe we could understand the 
intentions of AA’s author as well as of the two Vimuktisenas as follows: If Buddhist 
practitioners have dharmadhatu (= emptiness, the tenet of the Prajnaparamitas) as objective 
support in their spiritual practice, they can give rise to the enlightenment of sravakas and 
pratyekabuddhas as well as that of bodhisattvas and Buddhas. Therefore, it can be justified 
that although the division is not final, insofar as the dharmadhatu serves as the cause of the 
insight of sravakas and pratyekabuddhas, we can still distinguish them into three categories 
in accordance with what they realize and place them as lower levels into our system.” 


Abbreviation 

A Palm-leaf manuscript of the Abhisamaydlankarasastra, the commentary on the Prajnadparamita 
in 25,000 lines by Arya-Vimuktigena (NAK 5/55 = NGMPP A 37/9), used by Pensa 1967 (= E’). 
For the details, see Lee 2017b, 17-18. 

AA Abhisamayalankara ascribed to Maitreyanatha traditionally. 

AAA Abhisamayalankaraloka by Haribhadra. 

AAA“ Wogihara 1932-1935. 

AKBh Abhidharmakosabhasya by Vasubandhu. 

AKBh* Ejima 1989. 

B Palm-leaf manuscript of the Abhisamayalankarasastra preserved in Tibet or Tibet autonomous 
region, which is placed fourteenth on Wang Sens list. For the details, see Lee 2017b, 18-20. 

BoBh™” Wogihara 1930-1936. 


D sDe dge edition of Tibetan translation. 
Et Lee 2017b. 
EP Pensa 1967. 


MAVBh Madhyantavibhagabhasya by Vasubandhu. 

MAVBh™ Nagao 1964. 

Munimatalamkara;;, Tibetan translation of the Munimatalamkara by Abhayakaragupta = thub pai dgongs 
pa'i rgyan, D (No. 3903) dbu ma, a 73b1—293a7; Q (No. 5299) dbu ma, ha 71b3-397a5 (vol. 
101, pp. 146-277). 


PvsP Pancavimsatisahasrika Prajnaparamita. 
PvsP I-1 Kimura 2007. 
Q Peking edition of Tibetan translation. 


Saratama’ —_Jaini 1979. 

Suddhimati;;, | Tibetan translation of the Suddhimati by Ratnakarasanti = mngon par rtogs pa'i rgyan gyi 
tshig le'ur byas pa'i 'grel pa dag Idan zhes bya ba, D (No. 3801) shes phyin, ta 76a5—204a3; Q 
(No. 5199) sher phyin, ta 87b8—227b8. 

Varttika * Abhisamayalankaravarttika by Bhadanta-Vimuktisena. 

Varttikay;, Tibetan translation of the *Abhisamayalankaravarttika = 'phags pa shes rab kyi pha rol tu phyin 
pa stong phrag nyi shu Inga pai man ngag gi bstan bcos mngon par rtogs pa'i rgyan gyi tshig 
le'ur byas pa‘i rnam par 'grel pa, D (No. 3788) shes phyin, kha 1b1-181a7 ; Q (No. 5186) sher 
phyin, kha 1a1-207a7 (vol. 88, pp. 103-187). 

Vrttiri, Tibetan translation of the Abhisamaydlankarasastra by Arya-Vimuktisena. = 'phags pa shes rab 
kyi pha rol tu phyin pa stong phrag nyi shu Inga pa'i man ngag gi bstan bcos mngon par rtogs 
pai rgyan gyi ‘grel pa (*Pancavimsatisahasrikaryaprajnaparamitopades[asy]abhisamaya- 
lankarasastrasya vrttih?), D (No. 3787) shes phyin, ka 14b1-212a7; Q (No. 5185) sher phyin, ka 
15b3—249a7 (vol. 88, pp. 8-102). 

Vivrti Abhisamayalankaravivrti by Haribhadra. 

Vivrti* Amano 2000. 


E? 11.03-06 ; EX [1].3-6. 

Laer 3 “Therefore, those who realize the great enlightenment (*mahdbodhi) preceded by the [two kinds of] 
realization of the enlightenment of sravakas and others (=pratyekabuddhas) is indicated to have the gotra of 
Sravakas and others (*sravakddigotraka) with the temporary title/ name.” gang gi phyir gang nyan thos la sogs 
pa'i byang chub rtogs pa sngon ma can byang chub chen po rtogs pa de rnams re zhig pa'i dus can du bstan pas 
nyan thos la sogs pa'i rigs can du bstan to || Munimatalamkaray;, D 170b3—-4. For another English translation, 
see Ruegg 1977, 301. 
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